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: Beach Board of Adjustment.
" APPEAL NO.: A-5-1GB-95-261
APPLICANT: Steve Contursi

DEVELOPMENT LOCATION: 1601 South Coast Highway, Laguna Beach, Orange County

DEVELOPMENT DESCRIPTION:
Construction of a 4,097 square foot, two story, 29
foot high at maximum point, 23 feet high from existing
grade, single family residence with an attached 732
square foot, three-car garage.

APPELLANT: Susan Colaninno

SUBSTANTIVE FILE DOCUMENTS:
City of Laguna Beach certified Local Coastal Program;
City of Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment Resolution
No. 95-073;
City of Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment Minutes:
April 6, 1995; April 13, 1995; May 4, 1995; May 25,
1995; June 1, 1995; June 22, 1995, July 13, 1995;
August 3, 1995; August 10, 1995; August 24, 1995;
September 14, 1995; September 28, 1995; October 12,
1995; October 19, 1995.
City of Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment Agenda:
October 19, 1995; June 8, 1995.

SUMMARY OF STAFF RECOMMENDATION: SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE AND DE NOVO

The staff recommends that the Commission determine that a i

exists with respect to one of the grounds upon which the appeal has been filed
because the City's action approving the proposed development did not include
any findings on the project's consistency with the public access policies of
the Coastal Act and the City's certified LCP.

Staff recommends that the Commission approve the project at the de novo stage
of the appeal with no special conditions.
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I. MOTION ON SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE

The staff recommends that the Commission find that Appeal No. A-5-LGB-95-261
of the City of Laguna Beach's action of approval with conditions of local

Coastal Development Permit 94-134, raises substantial issue with regard to the
grounds listed in Section 30603(b) of the Coastal Act.

The MOTION is:

I move that the Commission determine that Appeal No. A-5-LGB-95-261 raises
NO substantial issue as to conformity with the certified Local Coastal
Program for the City of Laguna Beach with respect to the grounds on which
an appeal has been filed pursuant to Section 30603 of the Coastal Act.

Staff rec%mmends a NO vote which would result in the finding of substantial
issue and the adoption of the following findings and declarations.

A majority of Commissioners present is required to pass the motion. Approval
of the motion means that the City permit is valid.

II. APP P

After certification of Local Coastal Programs (LCPs), the Coastal Act provides
for limited appeals to the Coastal Commission of certain local government
actions on coastal development permits. Developments approved by cities or
counties may be appealed if they are located within the mapped appealable
areas, such as those located between the sea and the first public road
paralleling the sea. Furthermore, developments approved by counties may be
appealed if they are not a designated "principal permitted use" under the
certified LCP. Finally, developments which constitute major public works or
major energy facilities may be appealed, whether approved or denied by the
city or county. (Coastal Act Section 30603(a)).

The City of Laguna Beach Local Coastal Program was certified in July 1992.
This project is appealable under 30603(a)(1) of the Coastal Act because it is
located between the sea and the first public road paralleling the sea. The
grounds for appeal as stated in Section 30603(b) are:

(1) The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be
limited to an allegation that the development does not conform to the

public access policies set forth in this division.

Section 30625(b) requires a de novo hearing of the appealed project unless the
Commission determines that no substantial issue exists with respect to the
grounds for appeal (Section 30630).

If the staff recommends "no substantial issue" or the Commission decides to
hear arguments and vote on the substantial issue question, proponents and
opponents will have three minutes per side to address whether the appeal
raises a substantial issue. It takes a majority of Commissioners present to
find that no substantial issue is raised. If the staff recommends
"substantial issue", and there is no motion from the Commission to find no
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substantial issue, the substantial issue question will be considered moot, and
the Commission will proceed to a de novo hearing on the permit project. If
the Commission conducts a de novo hearing on the permit application, the
applicable test for the Commission to consider under Section 30604(b) of the
Coastal Act is whether the proposed development is in conformity with the
certified Local Coastal Program. 1In addition, pursuant to 30604(c) of the
Coastal Act, every coastal development permit issued for development between
the nearest public road and the sea must include a specific finding that the
development is in conformity with the public access and recreation policies of
Chapter 3.

The only persons qualified to testify before the Commission at any stage of
the appeal process are the applicant, persons who opposed the application
before the local government (or their representatives), and the local
government. Testimony from other persons must be submitted in writing. The
Commission's administrative regulations, Sections 13110-13120, further explain
the appeal hearing process.

III. AP "

The City's action to approve the proposed development with special conditions
has been appealed by Susan Colaninno (See exhibit F). A summary of the
appellant's contentions follows:

1. Inadequate Public Beach Access: The beach access at this location is
very narrow and is therefore largely ignored by the beach goers who
instead use the driveway utilized by the adjoining garage, which creates a
dangerous situation.

2. Adverse Impacts to Views: The view from Coast Highway to the coast
will be obstructed as a result of the positioning of this development.

3. Destruction of Significant Tree: The over 55 year old Cypress tree on
the site is destined for destruction during construction.

4. Preservation of Environmentally Sensitive Area: The proposed
development will adversely affect the environmentally sensitive area of
the bluff and the slope adjoining Bluebird Canyon Drive.

5. Encroachment Onto Public Way: The project requires private use of
Bluebird Canyon Drive, a public way. Notice of Illegal Encroachment was
issued to a previous owner in 1971 regarding construction and maintenance
of a retaining wall and driveway.

Iv. VERNM T

September 14, 1995 Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment Approval
i iti of local Coastal Development
Permit 94-134.

On September 14, 1995 the City of Laguna Beach Board of Adjustment approved
local coastal development permit 94-134 allowing construction of a 4,097
square foot single family dwelling with an attached, 732 square foot,
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three-car garage. Notice of Final Local Action was received in the
Commission's South Coast District office on November 20, 1995. Ten working
days from the date of receipt of final notice of action from the City was
December 6, 1995. The appeal was filed on November 21, 1995. Thus the appeal
has been filed in a timely manner.

V. SUBSTANTIAL ISSUE ANALYSIS
The Commission hereby finds and declares as follows:
A. Project Description

The applicant has proposed and the City has approved with conditions, the
construction of a 4,097 square foot, two story, 29 feet high at maximum point,
23 feet high from existing grade, single family residence with an attached 732
square foot, three-car garage. The area of the subject permit is referred to
as Lot 2. The City's approval was subject to the following two conditions:

1) the permit will expire within two years unless extended; and 2) approval of
subdivision of the site. In addition, a variance was granted to allow a 10
foot frontyard (landward) encroachment.

The project is related to two other City approved local coastal development
permits: 94-133 (Lot 1) and 94-135 (Lot 3). Under local coastal development
permit 94-133 the City approved constrution of a 1,925 square foot, dupiex
with an attached 879 square foot, 4-car garage. Under local coastal
development permit 94-135 the City approved construction of a 3,510 square
foot, single-family residence with and attached, 581 square foot, three-car
garage. All three permits are located at the 1601 South Coast Highway
address. Currently an 8 unit apartment building exists on the subject site.
The City is currently in the process of reviewing a subdivision of the site to
reflect the Tot lines delineated on the approved plans of each of the three
approved structures. Of the three local coastal development permits approved
by the City, two (94-133 and 94-134) have been appealed to the Coastal
Commission. This staff report deals with local coastal development permit
94-134. The staff report for 94-133, Coastal Commission Appeal No.

A-5-LGB-95-260, is scheduled to be heard at this same Coastal Commission
hearing.

Prior to certification of the City's Local Coastal Program, the Commission
approved two coastal development permits at the subject site. Coastal
development permit 5-90-152 (Maxwell) allowed demolition of the existing 8
residential units and construction of a 15,329 square foot, 30 foot high,
three unit residential structure with a 4,706 square foot, 10-car garage.
Grading consisting of 2,625 cubic yards of cut was also approved. Coastal
development permit 5-91-262 (Maxwell) allowed demolition of the existing eight
unit apartment building and construction of 15,589 square foot, 30 foot high
at maximum height, 20 foot high as measured from the centerline of the
frontage road, seven unit residential structure with a subterranean 17 space
garage. 2,226 cubic yards of cut was also approved. Neither permit was ever
activated and both have expired.

B. Invalid Grounds for Appeal
Section 30603(b)(1) of the Coastal Act states:
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The grounds for an appeal pursuant to subdivision (a) shall be limited to
an allegation that the development does not conform to the standards set
forth in the certified local coastal program or the public access policies
set forth in this division.

In the subject appeal, four of the five contentions raised by the appellant
are supported by specific policies or standards from the City's certified
Local Coastal Program and/or the public access policies of the Coastal Act.
The appellant has made an allegation that the project approved by the City
does not conform to the City's certified Local Coastal Program (LCP) with
regard to preservation of views, preservation of the on-site Cypress tree, and
side yard and bluff top setbacks. In addition, the appellant has made an
allegation that the project approved by the City is not consistent with either
the public access policies of the certified LCP or the Coastal Act.

However, the fifth contention raised by the appellant, an existing
encroachment onto a public way, is not supported by a citation of
inconsistency with the City's certified LCP or with the public access poticies
of the Coastal Act. Moreover, this contention involves encroachment of an
existing driveway and retaining wall into the Bluebird Canyon right-of-way
rather than any development approved by the City on the subject site of this
appeal. That is, the local coastal permit approved by the City addressed
development on the applicant's property only. The City permit did not
encompass the right of way or the existing driveway within the right-of-way.
As such, the existing development adjacent to the subject site is not before
the Commission in this appeal.

The appellant has also indicated that in 1971 the City issued a Notice of
I11egal Encroachment to a previous property owner for a retaining wall and
driveway that had been constructed previously. The appellant further
indicates that said encroachment has existed at the site for approximately 20
years prior to the City's issuance of the Notice of Illegal Encroachment.
Since the encroachment predates coastal permit requirements, and no
modifications are proposed to the existing driveway and retaining wall, no
coastal development permit is required for the pre-existing development now.

The appellant asserts that use of a portion of the public way, Bluebird Canyon
Drive right-of-way, for the purpose of serving private development is
inconsistent with Section 11.50.050 of the City's Municipal Code. The
appellant's concern is the exclusive use of a portion of the public way to
serve the subject site. In addition, the appellant expresses concern that the
narrowness of the drive (that portion that serves the condominium complex and
extends from Coast Highway to the beach) makes it very difficult for service
trucks to access the existing pump station and for fire trucks to access the 8
condominium units closet to the beach. However, Section 11.50.050 is not part
of the City's certified LCP and is not valid grounds for appeal.

Finally, the appellant states that the problem of adequate access for service
trucks to the pump station and fire trucks to the beach would be solved by
returning the land to the City so that the access could be widened. However,
the City retains the right-of-way. The applicant's use of the right of way
requires a Revocable Encroachment Permit, which the applicant has obtained,
and which the City has the power to revoke.
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In any case, because the existing encroachment predates Coastal Act

requirements, because the existing encroachment is not development appproved

by the City on the subject site of this appeal, and because Section 11.50.050

is not part of the City's certified LCP, this allegation is not a valid ground

;grd?ppea1. Related access issues are discussed further in the following
ndings.

The appellant, with the exception of private encroachment onto a public way,
has provided valid grounds for appeal. The following discussion will focus on
whether the valid grounds cited in the appeal raise a substantial issue.

C. PBublic Access .
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states:

%

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously
posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the
people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public
rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from
overuse.

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states:
Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including,

but not limited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the
first line of terrestrial vegetation.

Section 30212(a)(2) of the Coastal Act states:

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where:

(2) adeguate access exists nearby
The City's certified LCP Implementation Plan, Section 25.07.012(F)(1) states:

(F) Review Criteria. To ensure compliance with the certified local
coastal program, the following criteria shall be incorporated into the
review of all applications for coastal development permits:

(1) The proposed development will not encroach upon any existing physical
accessway legally utilized by the public or any proposed public accessway
jdentified in the adopted local coastal program land use plan

The City's certified LCP Land Use Pian Land Use Element policy 3H states:
In providing for legal access, the City shall seek to protect the health

and safety of residents and property owners from i1legal and irresponsible
public access.
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A1l of the above are cited by the appellant as Coastal Act and LCP policies
with which the project approved by the City is inconsistent. The appellant
also cites the City's Municipal Code Section 11.50.050 which addresses
Revocable Encroachment Permits. However, Section 11.50.050 is not contained
in the City's certified Local Coastal Program, and so does not provide grounds
for appeal.

The subject site is adjacent to the Bluebird Canyon Drive right-of-way. The
right-of way is approximately 40 feet wide. (See exhibit D). The northern
(or upcoast) portion of the right-of-way is developed with an access road
extending from Coast Highway to the beach. The upper portion of the northern
segment is approximately 18 feet wide and provides vehicular access to the
Laguna Sands condominium complex to the north, City service truck access to
the pump.station, and lifeguard truck access to the beach. The lower portion
of the atcess that adjoins the beach is 16 feet wide. The center of the
right-of way is developed with a five foot wide pedestrian access. The
pedestrian access turns and joins with the lifeguard truck access about
halfway down from Coast Highway to the beach. The southern (or downcoast)
portion of the right-of-way is developed as a driveway that serves the
existing development at the subject site. The driveway is approximately 16
feet wide. The driveway does not extend to the beach. The proposed project
would continue to access the site via the existing driveway within the
Bluebird Canyon Drive right-of-way. No modifications are proposed to the
existing driveway..

The appellant has expressed concern that the existing pedestrian access way is
not wide enough, and consequently, pedestrian members of the public use the
wider area that also serves as vehicular access to the condominium complex.
The result of this is that both pedestrians and automobiles use the same
relatively steep, relatively narrow access way. This co-use creates a
hazardous situation, as cars can come dangerously close to, and possibly
strike, pedestrians. The appellant contends that because the proposed project
will not improve the existing public access situation (i.e. the potential
conflict between pedestrians and vehicles), it is inconsistent with the above
cited public access policies of the Coastal Act and certified LCP. The
appellant further contends that the project should be conditioned to require
the applicant to expand the existing 5 foot wide pedestrian access way within
the right-of-way into the driveway area currently used to serve exisfing
development at the subject site. The appellant has asserted that such a
condition is necessary in order for the project to be found consistent with
the public access policies of the Coastal Act and certified LCP.

In approving the the local coastal development permit, the City did not make
any findings regarding public access. The minutes for the public hearings
held for the permit also do not include any reference to the project's impacts
on public access. The Coastal Act and the certified LCP require that any
coastal development permit issued for development between the sea and the
first public road contain a specific finding that the development is in
conformity with the public access policies of the Coastal Act. In approving
the project, the City did not make any findings regarding public access.
Therefore, the Commission finds that the appeal raises a substantial issue
with regard to public access.
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D. Adverse Visual Impacts
Policy 12D of the LCP Land Use Element states:

As part of the Design Review process, maximize the preservation of views
of coastal and canyon areas from existing residences, and public view
points while respecting the rights of property owners proposing new
construction.

Policy 12G of the LCP Land Use Element states:

Future land use planning shall be compatible with the goal of providing
visual access. As a consequence, all new structures and ancillary
facilities shall be located to protect the public viewshed. Where this is
not feasible, new development shall be sited to maximize views from public
locations (i.e., roads, bluff top trails, visitor-serving facilities,
etc.). :

Section 25.05.040(G)(2) and (3)(d) & (e) of the LCP Implementation Plan states:

(G) Goals and Criteria. Physical improvements and site developments
subject to design review shall be designed and located in a manner which
best satisfies the intent and purpose of design review and the following
criteria:

(2) It will not reasonably impair or inhibit the further development, use,
enjoyment of, or further investment in the same or other property in the
vicinity, including public lands and rights-of-way, in that it has met the
following criteria:

(a) Garish and conflicting relationships to adjacent structures and uses
have been avoided, '

(b) Conflicts between vehicles, pedestrians and other modes of
transportation are minimized by specifically providing for each applicable
mode;

(3) Adverse physical or visual effects which might otherwise result from
unplanned or inappropriate development have been eliminated or minimized
and the design adequately addresses:

(d) Maximum retention of sun and light exposure, views, vistas and privacy,

(e) Preservation of existing views and scenic vistas from unnecessary
encroachments by structures or appurtenances

Policy 7-A of the LCP Open Space/Consérvation Element states:

Preserve to the maximum extent feasible the quality of public views from
the hillsides and along the city's shoreline.

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act is incorporated into the LCP's Coastal Land
Use Plan Technical Appendix. It states:
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The scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas shall be considered and
protected as a resource of public importance. Permitted development shall
be sited and designed to protect views along the ocean and scenic coastal
areas, to minimize the alteration of natural land forms, to be visually
compatible with the character of surrounding areas, and where feasible to
restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded areas. New
development in highly scenic areas ... shall be subordinate to the
character of its setting.

The appellant has stated that the project approved by the City will block the
public view from Coast Highway to the coast. The appellant asserts that the
project does not protect the public viewshed and that a feasible alternative
that would protect the viewshed does exist in the project that was approved by
the Coastal Commission under coastal development permit 5-91-262. In
addition, the appellant states, that for the residents of the'adjacent
building to the north and those of the lower bluebird canyon area in general,
views will be impaired by the project because a large portion of their entire
window to the ocean is closed off. The appellant states that adherence to the
required side yard setback will alleviate the view obstruction to existing
residences as well as public views.

The public view potentially effected by the project is the view from Coast
Highway to the shore. The public view exists along the Biuebird Canyon
right-of-way, not across the subject property, where there is an existing two
story structure. In addition, expansive public views are available from the
beach below the site, which can be accessed via the Bluebird Canyon Drive
access way. No impacts to the beach level view will occur as a result of the
proposed project.

There is an existing two story structure located at the 1601 So. Coast Highway
site. It is proposed to be partially demolished and remodeled under local
coastal development permit 94-133. Local coastal development permit 94-133
has also been appealed to the Coastal Commission and is being heard by the
Commission at this hearing as Appeal No. A-5-LGB-95-260. The structure
proposed under local coastal development permit 94-133 will retain the same
footprint along Coast Highway as the existing structure. The structure
proposed under the subject project will maintain a greater side yard setback
than the existing structure. Therefore, proposed development will not
encroach into any existing public views. -

The appellant states that requiring a 13 foot side yard setback, as was done
in the Commission's approval of 5-91-262, will preserve existing public
views. However, a 13 foot sideyard setback was not imposed by the Commission
under that permit.

The required side yard set back for this site, pursuant to Section
25.14.008(C)(3) of the LCP Implementation Plan, is ten percent of the average
lot width. Section 25.50.005 of the LCP Implementation plan allows that
required side yards in excess of four feet may be distributed to one side
yard, providing the total width of both side yards is equal to or greater than
the sum of the required side yards.
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The subject site is one of three lots of a proposed subdivision of the single
existing lot at 1601 South Coast Highway. The City is currently processing
the subdivision. The City's approval of the proposed project was conditioned
upon approval of the subdivision. The existing single parcel can accommodate
the proposed three parcels and meet the LCP's 1ot dimension standards. The
average lot width of the existing single lot is approximately 80 feet wide.
Based on that, the sideyard setback requirement would be 8 feet. However, in
?pproving the proposed project the City considered the width of the proposed
ot

The width of the subject lot is 55 feet which would require a side yard
setback of 5.5 feet. The subject project will be set back 7 feet from the
side yard property line adjacent to Bluebird Canyon right-of-way. The project
previously approved by the Commission (5-91-262, Maxwell) did not require a
side yard setback of 13 feet. The enclosed 11v1ng area was set back 6 feet
from the Bluebird Canyon property line, with a covered stairway encroaching
beyond the property line. The City's approval of the proposed development is
more restrictive than the development approved under coastal development
permit 5-91-262.

In addition, public views at this location are from Coast Highway down the
Bluebird Canyon right-of-way and from the beach itself. Existing development
does not permit views across the site. New development proposed by the
applicant under local coastal development permit 94-133 (A-5-LGB-95-260) will
retain the portion of the existing structure that precludes views from Coast
Highway. So the proposed project will not have any impact on existing public
views whether or not a 13 foot sideyard setback is required.

The appellant also asserts that application of the 25 foot bluff top setback
or stringline will preserve existing views. The City however, did apply a 25
foot bluff top setback from the edge of the coastal bluff. No variance was
necessary for the bluff top setback. The City used an "arc" method for
determining the 25 foot setback.

The City's LCP defines "oceanfront bluff" as: "an oceanfront landform having
a slope of forty-five degrees or greater from horizontal whose top is ten or
more feet above mean sea level." The bluff at the seaward side of the site
contains patches of forty-five degree or greater slope as well as less steep
areas. To determine the blufftop setback, the City drew a 25 foot arc from
the landward most points of each of the forty-five degree or greater slope
areas. The landward edge of the intersecting arcs were then used as the limit
of enclosed structural area development. (See exhibit F24). The Commission
finds that, in this case because of the nature of the bluff in this area, that
the arc method is an acceptable method of determining the setback consistent
with the City's certified LCP. Section 25.50.004(B)(4)(d)(i) of the LCP
Implementation Plan allows balconies, patios or decks to encroach to within 10
feet of the edge of an oceanfront bluff. The proposed development is.
consistent with this standard.

The appellant asserts that adherence to the sideyard and bluff top setbacks
required by the Commission in approving coastal development permit 5-91-262
(Maxwell) is a feasible project alternative that will preserve existing
views. In fact, the setbacks approved by the City are either consistent with
(bluff top) or more restrictive (sideyard) than the setbacks approved under
coastal development permit 5-91-262.
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The appellant also raises the issue of adverse impacts to private views
created by the project. 1In support of this the appellant cites Section
25.05.040(G)(2) of the LCP Implementation Plan which requires that a project'
design not reasonably impair or inhibit the enjoyment of other property in the
vicinity. Policy 12D of the LCP Land Use Element requires preservation of
coastal views from existing residences while respecting the rights of property
owners proposing new construction. The area of the proposed project is
currently developed with an at grade patio, pool, retaining wall and pump
house. The proposed development includes a two story single family
residence. The proposed development may impact existing private views.
However, the LCP requires that preservation of existing private views be
balanced with the rights of private property owners proposing new
construction. Since the existing development on the site is primarily
at-grade any residential development on the site will impact private views.
Most commonly the balance between view preservation and property rights is
accomplished through application of established setback requirements,
including sideyard and blufftop setbacks. As described above, the proposed
development conforms to the required 25 foot bluff top setback and the
required sideyard setback. In approving the proposed project with the
required setbacks, the City has adequately balanced pr1vate views with the
property owners r1ghts

Therefore, for the reasons stated above, the Commission finds that with regard
to visual impacts the appeal raises no substantial issue.

E. i ’ i 1 itiv

Policy 1-I of the Open Space/Conservation Element of the LCP Land Use Plan
states:

The City shall impose a 25-foot minimum setback or a distance ascertained
by stringline measurements for all blufftop development, notwithstanding
the fact that ecological and environmental constraints may require an
additional setback.

Policy 7-K of the Open SpacelConservat1on Element of the LCP Land Use Plan
states:

Preserve as much as possible the natural character of the landscape
(including coastal bluffs, hillsides and ridgelines) by requiring proposed
development plans to consider scenic and conservation values, impacts on
soil mantle, vegetation cover, water resources, physiographic features,
erosion problems, and recontouring and replanting where the natural
landscape has been disturbed.

The Laguna Beach Coastal Land Use Plan Technical Appendix of the LCP states:

The topographic irregularity of Laguna's shoreline and diversity of rock
formations and natural features have created a picturesque and unique
coastiine uncommon in Southern California. For this reason the coastal
bluffs are regarded in the community as a prized natural resource.
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The Laguna Beach Coastal Land Use Plan Technical Appendix of the LCP further
states: "As described in this report, the coastal bluffs constitute a fragile
natural resource particularly susceptible to damage and destruction." The
appellant also refers to the reference in the Technical Appendix to a 1969
study which was largely responsible for the designation of coastal bluff and
adjacent ocean property as "Environmentally Sensitive Areas."

Section 25.07.012(F)(2) of the Implementation Plan of the LCP states:

Review Criteria. To ensure compliance with the certified local costal
program, the following criteria shall be incorporated into the review of
all applications for coastal development permits:

(2) The proposed development will not adversely affect marine resources,
environmentally sensitive areas, or archaeological or paleological
resources

Section 30251 of the Coastal Act is incorporated into Technical Appendix and
requires that scenic and visual qualities of coastal areas be considered and
protected as a resource of public importance and that development be sited and
designed to minimzie the alteration of natural tand forms.

A1l of the above policies are cited by the appellant as LCP policies with
which the proposed project is inconsistent. The appellant also cites Section
22.02.010 of the Laguna Beach Municipal Code. However, that section is not a
part of the City's certified LCP. Consequently, inconsistency with Section
22.02.010 does not provide grounds for appeal. The appellant asserts that
adherence to the 25 foot blufftop setback will preserve existing
environmentally sensitive areas at the project site.

The appellant states that use of the "arc" method to determine the appropriate
setback does not meet the requirement of the stringline measurement identified
in policy 1-1 of the Open Space/Conservation Element of the LCP Land Use

Plan. However, application of a stringline setback at the subject site is not
appropriate for a number of reasons. The site is adjacent to a public
right-of-way, rather than another residential lot. Typically stringlines are
applied when the subject 1ot is bordered on both sides by similar

development. Additionally, development downcoast (a single family residence)
and upcoast (a condominium complex) extend further seaward than the proposed
development. The condominium complex extends all the way to the beach level.
Application of a stringline from the nearest existing development would result
in allowing development all the way down the bluff. Consequently, a
stringline would not better protect any environmentally sensitive areas on the
bluff nor on the sideyard slope.

In addition policy 1-I requires application of a stringline setback or a 25
foot bluff top setback. In this case the 25 foot setback is the more
restrictive of the two (using either the "arc" or "linear" method). As
described previously, the City used an “arc" method to determine the 25 foot
setback location rather than the more commonly used linear method. The
maximum difference between the two is 18 inches.
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The bluff is considered an environmentally sensitive area in the LCP.

However, the slope adjacent to Bluebird Canyon right-of-way is not considered
a sensitive area. Both slope areas are vegetated with ornamental species,
including ice plant. No rare or endangered species are present. The proposed
development will extend further seaward than existing development. However,
the proposed development will occur on the exiting bluff top pad. No
development is proposed to descend down either the seaward slope or the sliope
adjacent to Bluebird Canyon right-of-way. As was discussed in the visual
impact findings, the City has applied a 25 foot bluff top setback and sideyard
setback consistent with the certified LCP. Therefore, the Commission finds
that the appeal raises no substantial issue with respect to adverse impacts on
environmentally sensitive areas.

F. Iree Preservation
Policy 11-G of the Land Element of the LCP Land Use Plan states:

‘To the maximum extent feasible, require the preservation of existing trees
in conjunction with development approvals.

In addition, Section 25.05.040(G)(3)(c) of the LCP Implementation Plan
requires "... minimum ecological disturbance of the site, including retention
of trees ...".

An old Cypress tree exists at the site. It appears from the project plans
that the tree will not be retained in conjunction with the proposed project.
The certified LCP Implementation Plan includes a mechanism for protecting
significant trees, the Preservation of Heritage Trees Ordinance, Section
12.08. The on-site Cypress tree was nominated for inclusion on the City's
Heritage Tree 1ist. If a tree is included on the 1ist, any development within
15 feet of the tree, including removal, destruction or trimming of the tree
itself requires a permit from the Board of Adjustment.

The City Council determines whether or not a tree is included on the Heritage
Tree list. The on-site Cypress tree was denied listing by the City Council.
The City has followed the procedures outlined in the LCP for determining
whether a tree should be retained. 1In this case the City Council found the
tree did not meet the standards for inclusion on the Heritage Tree list and
the attendant special consideration.

In addition, the single Cypress tree is not a rare or endangered species, nor
does it provide habitat for rare or endangered species. The policies cited
above require retention of trees to the maximum extent feasible. In following
the Heritage Tree Ordinance procedures, the City has met the requirements of
the LCP to preserve existing trees to the maximum extent feasible. Therefore,
the Commission finds that the appeal raises no substantial issue with regard
to preservation of trees.

G. Summary

In summary, the Commission finds that the appellant has made a valid
contention regarding public access which raises substantial issue with regard
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to the grounds upon which the appeal was filed based on Section 30603 of the
Coastal Act. The Commission finds the appeal raises a substantial issue with
regard to consistency with the public access policies of the City's certified
LCP and the Coastal Act. Therefore, following are the findings and
information necessary for the de novo hearing.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION ON THE DE NOVO HEARING

Staff recommends that the Commission adopt the following resolution:
I. APPROVAL WITH CONDITIONS

The Commission hereby grants, subject to the conditions below, a permit for
the proposed development on the grounds that the development, as conditioned,
will be in conformity with the provisions of Chapter 3 of the*California
Coastal Act of 1976, will not prejudice the ability of the local government
having jurisdiction over the area to prepare a Local Coastal Program
conforming to the provisions of Chapter 3 of the Coastal Act, is located
between the sea and first public road nearest the shoreline and is in
conformance with the public access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3
of the Coastal Act, and will not have any significant adverse impacts on the
environment within the meaning of the California Environmental Quality Act.

IT. STANDARD CONDITIONS:

1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The permit is not valid and
‘development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the
permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and
aggsptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission
office.

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two
years from the date this permit is reported to the Commission.
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must
be made prior to the expiration date.

3. Compliance. All development must occur in strict compliance with the
proposal as set forth in the application for permit, subject to any
special conditions set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans
must be]revieved and approved by the staff and may require Commission
approval.

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any
condition will be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission.

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site
and the project during its development, subject to 24-hour advance notice.

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and
conditions of the permit.
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7. JIerms and Conditions Run with the Land. These terms and conditions shall
be perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee
to bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the
terms and conditions.

ITI. SPECIAL CONDITIONS: NONE

Iv. EINDINGS AND DECLARATIONS ON COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

The Commission finds and declares as follows:

A. The findi | declarati bstantial i herein i ted

B. Standard of Review

The City of Laguna Beach has a certified Local Coastal Program. Section
30604(b) of the Coastal Act states that "After certification of the local
coastal program, a coastal development permit shall be issued if the issuing
agency or the commission on appeal finds that the proposed development is in
conformity with the certified local coastal program." Evaluation of the
proposed project will therefore be based on the certified Local Coastal
Program for the City of Laguna Beach.

Additionally, Section 30604(c) of the Coastal Act requires that every coastal
development permit issued for any development between the nearest public road
and the sea shall include a specific finding that the development is in
conformity with the pubiic access and public recreation policies of Chapter 3
of the Coastal Act.

C. Public Access
Section 30210 of the Coastal Act states:

In carrying out the requirement of Section 4 of Article X of the
California Constitution, maximum access, which shall be conspicuously
posted, and recreational opportunities shall be provided for all the
people consistent with public safety needs and the need to protect public
rights, rights of private property owners, and natural resource areas from
overuse.

Section 30211 of the Coastal Act states:

Development shall not interfere with the public's right of access to the
sea where acquired through use or legislative authorization, including,
but not Timited to, the use of dry sand and rocky coastal beaches to the
first line of terrestrial vegetation.

Section 30212(a)(2) of the Coastal Act states:

(a) Public access from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and
along the coast shall be provided in new development projects except where:
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(2) adequate access exists nearby
The City's certified LCP Implementation Plan, Section 25.07.012(F)(1) states:

(F) Review Criteria. To ensure compliance with the certified local
coastal program, the following criteria shall be incorporated into the
review of all applications for coastai development permits:

(1) The proposed development will not encroach upon any existing physical
accessway legally utilized by the public or any proposed public accessway
identified in the adopted local coastal program land use plan

The City's certified LCP Land Use Plan Land Use Element policy 3H states:

In p?oviding for legal access, the City shall seek to protect the health
and safety of residents and property owners from illegal and irresponsible
public-access.

A1l of the above are cited by the appellant as Coastal Act and LCP policies
with which the project approved by the City is inconsistent.

The subject site is adjacent to the Bluebird Canyon Drive right-of-way. The
right-of way is approximately 40 feet wide. (See exhibit D). The northern
(or upcoast) portion of the right-of-way is developed with an access road
extending from Coast Highway to the beach. The upper portion of the northern
segment is approximately 18 feet wide and provides vehicular access to the
Laguna Sands condominium compiex to the north, City service truck access to
-the pump station, and 1ifeguard truck access to the beach. The lower portion
of - the access that adjoins the beach is 16 feet wide. The center of the
right-of way is developed with a five foot wide pedestrian access. The
pedestrian access turns and joins with the lifeguard truck access about
halfway down from Coast Highway to the beach. The southern (or downcoast)
portion of the right-of-way is developed as a driveway that serves the
existing development at the subject site. The driveway is approximately 16
feet wide. The proposed project would continue to access the site via the
existing driveway within the Bluebird Canyon Drive right-of-way. No changes -
to the existing driveway are proposed.

The appellant has expressed concern that the existing pedestrian access way is
not wide enough, and consequently, pedestrian members of the public use the
wider area that also serves as vehicular access to the condominium complex.
The result of this is that both pedestrians and automobiles use.the same
relatively steep, relatively narrow access way. This co-use creates a
hazardous situation, as cars can come dangerously close to, and possibly
strike, pedestrians. The appellant contends that because the proposed project
will not improve the existing public access situation (i.e. the potential
conflict between pedestrians and vehicles), it is inconsistent with the above
cited public access policies of the Coastal Act and certified LCP. The
appellant further contends that the project should be conditioned to require
the applicant to expand the existing 5 foot wide pedestrian access way within
the right-of-way into the driveway area currently used to serve existing
development at the subject site. The appellant has asserted that such a
condition is necessary in order for the project to be found consistent with
the public access policies of the Coastal Act and certified LCP.
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However, as stated above, the local coastal permit approved by the City
addressed development on the applicant's property only. The City's permit did
not encompass the driveway within the right-of-way. The driveway is existing
development which predates Coastal Act requirements. The Commission does not
have the ability to require the applicant to make improvements within an area
not owned by the appliicant. Nor can the Commission require the applicant to
make improvements within an area not before the Commisison.

When access is required of an applicant to offset adverse impacts to public
access, an applicant is required to offer to dedicate a public access way.
Such requirements are made when there is a nexus, or connection, between the
proposed development and existing public access. An offer to dedicate a
public access easement can be required only if it can be shown that the
development, either individually or cumulatively, directly impacts physical
public access. When such a nexus exists, the offer of dedication is
required. Access way improvements are generally the responsibility of the
acceptor of the easement.

In this case, public access does exist adjacent to the site. The City is the
holder of the right-of-way. The applicant's right to use the right-of-way
does not preclude use by the public. Currently the existing driveway does not
extend to the beach, as the access way on the northern portion of the
right-of-way does. Development of the project will not preclude future access
improvements within the right-of-way by the City.

Finally, the proposed development will result in a reduction in the intensity
of use at the site, from eight units to four units. (Four units is the total
of the development approved by the City under local coastal development
permits 94-133, 94-134, and 94-135, all located at 1601 So. Coast Highway.)
No change is proposed to the existing driveway that serves the site. Private
Tots generally do take access from public road rights-of-way. Use of the
right-of-way by the applicant does not constitute special privilege. The
access issue raised by the appellant, the potentially hazardous interaction of
pedestrians and vehicles, is a pre-existing condition. The proposed
development will not create the adverse situation described by the appellant.
Consequently, there is no relationship between the proposed development and
requiring that the public access way within the right-of-way be improved by
the applicant.

Therefore, the Commission finds the proposed development is consistent with
the public access policies of the City's certified Local Coastal Program and
the Coastal Act.

D. 1i Vv ntal

Section 13096 of the Commission's administrative regulations requires
Commission approval of a Coastal Development Permit application to be
supported by a finding showing the application, as modified by any conditions
of approval, to be consistent with any applicable requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). section 21080.5(d)(2)(i) of CEQA
prohibits a proposed development from being approved if there are feasible
alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would
substantially lessen any significant adverse impact which the activity may
have on the environment.
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The proposed project avoids any potential adverse impacts resulting from the
project. Therefore, the Commission finds that the project will not have any
adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the California
Environmental Quality Act.

5971F
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RESOLUTION CDP 95-058

A RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF ADJUSTMENT
OF TEE CITY OF LAGUNA BEACH APPROVING
COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION

~No. 94-134

Whereas, an application has been filed in accordance with
Title 25.07 of the LlLaguna Beach Municipal Code, requesting a

coastal development permit for the following described property
located within the City of Laguna Beach:

' 1601 Scuth Coast Highway, Lot 2
Lots 1, 2, 15, 16 & 17, Block 10, Laguna Heights

and;

Whereas, the review of such application has been conducted
in compliance with the requirements of Title 25.07, and;

Whereas, after conducting a noticed public hearing, the
Board of Adjustment has found:

1. The project is in conformity with all the applicable
provisions of the General Plan, including the Certified Local
Coastal Program and any applicable specific plans in that: the
visual impacts of the development have been minimized because the
proposed structure is similar in size to neighboring buildings
therefore maintaining compatibility with surrounding development.

2. The proposed development will not have any significant
adverse impacts on the environment within the meaning of the
California Environmental Quality Act in that: the proposed project
is in compliance with the applicable rules and regulations set
forth in the Municipal Code and will not cause any significant
adverse impacts on the environment.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that a coastal development
permit is hereby approved to the extent indicated:

Permission is granted to construct 4097 square foot, single-
family dwelling with an attached, 731.75 square foot, threa-car
garage.
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BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the following conditions are
necessary to assure that the approval hereby authorlzed is in
compliance with the Local Coastal Program:

1. The coastal development permit hereby allowed is condi-
tioned upon the privileges granted herein being utilized within two
years after the effective date hereof, and should the privileges
authorized hereby fail to be executed or utilized, or where some
form of construction work is involved, such construction or some
unit thereof has not actually commenced within such two years, and
is not diligently prosecuted to completion, this authority shall
become.- null and void, and any privileges granted hereby shall
lapse. The Board of Adjustment, after conducting a noticed public -
hearing, may grant a reasonable extension of time for due cause
provided the request for extension is filed in writing with the
Department of Community Development prior to the expiration of said
initial two-year periocd, along with any required fees.

2. Approval is conditioned upon the subdivision of this lot,
which includes identical 1lot lines as those delineated on the
approved plan.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the subject coastal development
permit shall not become effective until after an elapsed period of
twenty(20) days from and after the date of the action autheorizing
such permit.

PASSED on September 14, 1995, by the following vote of the
Board of Adjustment of the City of Laguna Beach, California.

AYES: ' Goldstein, Oligine, Vail, Chapman
NOES: Sabaroff
ABSENT: None
ABSTAIN: None
ATTEST: ‘

":2552;5;5:;%2;22h&_1z=:;

Chairman/Chapman

st —

Staff Representative

Board of Adjustment Resoclution No. CDP 95-058

- Exhabit By
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APPEAL FROM CDASTAL PERMIT !}% EC ElVE 5 I.’ i
DECISION DF LDCAL GOVERNMENT -J§
00T 1 2 1007 :
" Piease Review Attached Appeal Information Sheet Prior To Ccmp1eting o
This Form. -
o CALIFORNIA
, EOASTATCOMMITT -
SECTION 1. Appellant(s) , ‘OUTH COATT DioiRi

Name, mai?ing address and telephune number of appellant(s):

‘s, Cove yINND
1563 Sowrwm Coasr Hicguuwnny

Lagenn Reace @ar & | (Tid ) 4G4 -3 cod
» 21p Area (Code Phone No.
SECTION 1I. Decision Being Appealed ) !

1. Name of local/port .
government: __CiTy c e Lacuna Bracd

2. Brief description of developmeni being
83&58185: RS K\e\_:r;_._o&‘ﬂfm‘( p:.‘?f.‘f-‘uf Fud =12 To i TANC: v-i}lS_ NoT O YET

Rrfrm DI DED 10T omerg 3 5 R wiwiCow ‘*5\"3&\-'\’;.""4 WusT BE NDirc..sd L fﬁY
'ﬁ'uf:’ DL B i L L m AL e AL AN LATY L AC L T N e te 2o CLAN S T
Vo el 2 BNl € Fnlhl.\{ BWELLINCS O &CT3 @t 3:1alT i Hio T VAT NET 32Zé 4000 EL:

3. Development's location (street address. assessor s parcel
no., tross street, etc.): 1601 Soutn Const Hwy - lncunu DE TS
Lomo V2 i35 Hb et Te6er bl &iTm A Coutipry cf WLLEY IN 13,0 a2 i OF
LAGUAI, ME lawTs. CBESY uT. 2 Bbud BiRD Canyon DR, A32@500n's Palede NC 2 lud -diy-C
4. Description of decision being appeaied:

a. Approval; no special conditions:

b. Approval with special conditions: P

c. Dendial:

' Note: for jurisdictions with 2 iotal LTP, deanial
decisions by a2 Jocal government cannot be appeaied unless
the development is & major energy or public works project.

Denial decisions by port governments are not appealable.

JO BE COMPLETED BY COMMISSION:

APPEAL NO:
DATE FILED:

A’)}&(a{ é’fgbtfv\-g CO(C&H.UU\O

DISTRICT:

H5: 4/BB

A-5-LG- 95 206f
Exiiit  Fy



5. Decision being appealed was made by (check one):

3. _Planning Director/Zoning  ¢. _ Planning Commission

Administrator
5. __rée: Council/Board of d. __Other Desian Kezuizo &
“Supervisors v

"6. Date of local government's dgc‘isibn: 9//%/76’

erRD

7. Local govemmént's file number (if any): _News

SECTION I1I1. dentiﬁcgtion of Other Interested Persons

Give the names and addresses of the following parties. (Use
additional paper as hecessary.)

a. Name and mailing address of permit applicant:
Sreve ConrTurs: : 2

e e b ¢ Bk A A A

220 Sanp pipER Roan

bbeyunn BReact CH. G2 s/

b. Names and maﬂ'ing addresses as available of those who testified
(either verbally or in writing) at the city/county/port hearing(s).
Include other parties which you know to be interested and should

receive notice of this appeal.

1) e, fy finrer

1668 Vikine €72

(1) Llee Camanipn 1) Brggairn Pﬁ;uvg_e__
P Brx 16t 4 ! Ta-u MaNZANTA Do
Laggun Bsocd g3 : LAGus BpCH 2248)
(2) _Perspr Boc, ' L) Davip WedneLLy Esa.

LAGuL A é,fﬂcus‘ L

s Vikine Read 354 Forewr Ale

LAsuwd REmcd 92051 Lagcuny Rence 92651

16tS Viking Reud 150 S . Crpew Mwo,

|
]
(3) Susaw (o sman=-Fr perp {(?) Vfcvgdm KEOL e a N
|
|

LAguwp Dracd 42¢s5 | Loeynp BEFACH 3¢5

(4) _Qﬂamr.s KNoX - (g) Haugo Sezin
155 S Coner Mwy. H10 Bepavany ]
LBCUND ﬁ agg 9365 | wBALUNA Beacd 426517 |

SECTION 1v. Reasons Supporting This Appeal

Note: Appeals of local government cﬁéstﬂ permit decisions are
limited by & variety of factors and requirements of the Coastal
Act. Please review the appeal information sheet for assistance

in completing this section, which continues on the next page.
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APPEAL FPROM CUARADIML Toiniis: we-oo. o

State briefly vour reasons for this appeal. Include a summary
description of Local Coastal Program, Land Use Plan, or Port Master
Plan policies and requirements in which you believe the project is
inconsistent and the reasons the decision warrants a new hearing.
\vust auuisivnal paper as necessary.)

PosnseE Sre RTrpcus) SHEETS /10 frus R ATTACHMENTS

L

Note: The above description need not be a complete or exhaustive
statement of vour reasons of appezl; however, there must be
sufficient discussion for staff to determine that the appeal is
2llowed by law. The appeliant, subsequent to filing the appezl, may
submit additional information to the staff and/or Commission to
support the appeal reguest.

SECTION V. CLertification

The information and facts stated above are correct to the best of
my/our knowledge.

Signature of Appellant(s) or
Authorized Agent

Date g%y;%/gs' -

NOTE: 1f signed by agent, appellant(s)
must also sign below.

Section VI. Acent Authorization

1/We hereby authorize to act as my/our
representative and.to bind me/us in all matters concerning this

appeal,

Signature of Appeliant(s)

Date

c.



—- - e ——

7'?7 Nty /‘ﬁ, / Aoy és’-//.__pf Ll Rmis ol

| /-J/wmzﬁ‘,,_,r J/%.ZA?MZ&
% %@uaw&f;w?"“&”‘jfﬂw
%MZ
| 2. %MW”W%’M%M%
Mwu—%&
S K orens 5T 244

%W/ﬁwm/&ym ‘
W%.aé

# He VVM LA et tlnbn T 0t ll A%
”‘42344‘& Aldstireis ins This) Ly
e el

e
— .ﬂ‘ . v/ - Le & /\‘ , -
‘..‘-'f—;‘...‘ ""’"‘" g P e, et o

. . ’ . . . .
_}/./;.,,:..L At il mm,“_f;/ Lo s -«‘Z’ _— !;/44,,_/ e A‘—cf..a-a-a

T el e, 7 e
W3 ‘—l - ——" ‘ ?...---—-v
2,

5 ’ 7 - 7 ~ ] .
f-’-fa—éf&/ Ll Lo e e _.‘.:.-'_“Z:-'_':.:::‘.:“ /.__.44/ Lrsig '-‘“""ﬂ-‘—-f é"{/

| o\/;/ywﬁ, A_lu—o{/ wf:é‘g‘, ‘\“44. A/-df Zéﬂcqf 'x--dcw-a_, M

M-ﬁééf-‘—é’ 5‘@ J "(M e 1:.44/.7-_,22;-«/ 4/:/:17 z=

4 Sczuie Cerrider L/r.:"'w ﬁ?ésffa’é Te K/

—————

H Eguina Btrik inient Plar), Keael licy ElormenT condin)
bl or) Vi) PrtstiaTocr Hipsid 138 fbaiicvos DT
“Mf“zj ,zZe/Alb:«?u MWM m.a.,z‘,,,-_‘j‘ ;—"44/ |

Nlicddreid 2«:4(/ M“’f“é’ Zo) _cohle /-—?y“ﬁ

77’1.{/ /U-J(L/ 7 M.a% 4—:4»7'.‘4(/ f"‘f“""’%’ Abse Mm

‘ ‘ MMM .&fj@wﬂo/f f/«.ée.&v_édvﬁf' y
AR ety it Mjwwj wﬁ/bm %

J-Zaa-’lé ﬂ"-—éfmz/ WLMMW
=

-




-7

fw—«-a..j% f,%fxml_.;(ﬁ Lo & SiaseelF ‘Z/ ﬂ—@"%fd*@ﬁéﬁwu Z/

% Wﬁﬁ&v"‘w—«/ Wwﬁfﬁ,zzg

‘«j

/a/” /. gf; /@,__%C__ W%/W«KZ&
(E&‘ o R WW{M/‘M%?MM)
;a{z.gZ,nJ"" Sorg/ 7/2.2{/ M‘QJW W&Z’/@?w‘—w

Z/J “He W Rneds 4-«:«&6 fx&—&i@i&‘;&om@

Bhalls Lo M,&d, Lt & frbditinsps ?? ‘7‘-’2‘4-" ,&ﬂ‘/mf

WWWJA/_&M&W Crd digegeed
fﬁcfé’j/kw twaéﬁ?«z‘/.a/ /”-—%/M%/—WW

Licert ... --//uu /:/A-;'.é-c—f vt -?J—"’ < 44 ity el 4 T bl
e -~ ¢ ! . . ~
: SR -~ . - - - g '
el T M et Llpm, e, P, e e “/"’/ '/" B
S ————— -
," . /_ 13 _/

é 77 cee/ Zﬁt-//?-éz—w
LAhett {0@%“//@//#%«% L%f/? Q,%/M,d
Dt o) ,0'421[44@/-/,0 %JM&;&WI,Q/_A_& 2 CTZL

; Z ”‘@”@”W%IWM@A% .W(/g oot

WZ?‘ Laitw ... )" 27 7-:44,(7 gy fw.z‘ Lt g) 22

it e 7“(““" et ) s o £
M—Zb ey AT awﬁ&@%@%dyw
% 2 lozeriy, gm—%.; ins 1993

M&Ww.’c,a' (3/ i __“&Wa >

474/.5«&’ el 2%-7/-‘ ,{—dww_c.« Ny
fxﬂw I,
U MM%&ZZJ Mi@rﬂaj/w 'ff‘wu _,J_é://’f ) S
i) 2B of tetiet, vt ... w) Pacoralon
-



Y

Ttiis 9

A /’fﬂwﬁ fuﬂwf L

,-% &&4227 ticed) Il fllries ?x-a& /”iw z(ommfz_a/,
?ﬁaﬂudw 2L MMMW
2 > ,W M./pu VMMM

Blaew “&W,zﬁf H Sl
—&Mwuﬁj /’-'Z-a 7 szm
M}W,m,(_ Zow Q5 0T 0%0 & aﬁéaéﬁ)‘?“w

Aok é—é—d
: ,_../.44/ /4 ’w_,u;m-u-..« g Lamali A L A TR L

w'

: 3 < r° /..,...d
_,./ o -J— . hg »ﬂ}' /t{_,f
—— ’ ’ il PP
%W/ e . g ol .o”-;/ / ‘
I's ’

,(r/""{? /{/f?/'--—’/v /-—/«./ -"/" el 7 hh 77" f

b Ay Zr/./.of / M/._ém{bj /"‘*74"’-'/ ;A “at
T ntdid ety 9 j.z‘ya?uﬂj Zﬁa‘!{a‘jﬁ e mALL Grdle
ﬁu‘w;ﬁw&wmw Criigere Ccta L7 ff*'*”—‘—@/’*‘f
&&W re e //’%‘7""“"’?’ Zocn, ‘7;7@97 oy
f—oww-a% lode) P32,
4 W///m&adj/ o, Thein) 27Tl totndmger B Blo Locun $
7@—2"}«' ,4,7,«»5/?24. u—/«//,z%ow%%@/m@@
MM dow% W/Mﬂmw /?’.r’ia—y
%mf{#//rymdd #

z z‘?’J/ &,aww M Lot My/ 30.257 /:z,. /,;,.

F o




/M_&(w it 2T 4,/_44,_, = ‘A"« 7 ?—Z'..Z/L_f 9 ﬁaér_z./ -
K éh/ee-Z/w v’z../ poted . j"‘w’éﬂ-/’ Erriiet! = M é [z//u:/_m/
D z%w:da 5, 3 /,&,Jﬁ@yww@u.zw
/3 M ax_g).ﬁ %WWWW7W
W,é, b ey % Sppzmion), Tis Cddiliral b 2y tonitment
Soens A 2 ,g/,éod(/ Zondl f«(—/MZZaW ‘—C&WZ)“W

Mo prinie W .
. ”’

— /-’ Val
R INABEGcuprrE rud UNSAFE WEACH frceess
- ) -
- . -, 7 'I’ oo . y —
T i hned it (el Arrlza 2507 Lam TS
b @ ——————— ————— N s . :
l T -:. — T L ‘ - P N o I ‘ 7 L™
il 25T ! e sl ./a Pherm T L S I~ /; '_:',’-4-«;4 o ..‘,4'.’: cee Ll

A —————————

o = . o _
A e Lorglidaces 1otT Do b

ww.,z/ Lot .—&J:, G hR
IZJ_&) 7,’,“4.,544-:/7'/ Crelioie ,._/..sc,e/' Z.c/ /er./ % xm ,./..c" :-:LV -é,-.«:_._.e.,o

Mzr‘—eéz Wﬁ-&j el ﬂ»{f Lpirmd ,4%,1_/ art Jw@j
)"J.Tv.{,‘,é WM ,&’7&4% Aﬂ% ﬁi ,a(/i%,a,{/
W 322/8 Loossy 22alld : “.

,WWW

S—————

I WM/ruu&/ZuM@m/wzzfr
/—cd—&fz /L«,éfof . Af.’%zw 302/l MTalte ZeiZien)?
‘Mﬂ-&vfw Nt a4 T /ZZe//-ao’Ja_ﬂ
/‘-«742’70/..@44/ Z ;Cda,éue: _uiuaﬂ@afw_eﬁ ,ZfZ,:Z,éA«.a
:iﬁif'ﬁ “?/Ww w—f’wzf—z‘:*W' -ﬁ.mﬁwzw,/ ___ng,&:az/g
oo et TE (2) Mo — Bectit) Forns Ut nesccl?,

ﬂﬁf&u"’m@ww mwm‘a’c
Tl b ptey deptloporsnt 7

.’/re/ M /o :;“' @l P
0/ W_—% -&:..;%' i
- S ey



. " e , vy, —
DY Adepe Ty dtetids il rtandey L, " Ao 2, S

§pn

Leeel) Ko so ;#%;,,_; Ettr Licar, i Corccine Leorres Emin s,

Bolieico pn ubtss frashow gt Bnetere Locenw ; 34 “bo
% : 4 &w%i [l el Tg) M//z%‘w? Ceenzey

v

Fairr bl pnd intigpacile bl 2eceas

MW/%&WJ&MW@ R
Tl ) B Fiel) peceiss o) Do fnmpisiy, Fe Criiie

. ¥ . . .
L . g . S ‘f(_, (=
‘."'_/- 3 .’L/:L‘b&}x."" w«‘@"-'o{'..-a 7
- P . . _ . ]
N .o , . ’ 4 et e o rm

+ . PPN L e « o . - - ¢ -’
el 1-7. et et et e v"—j g -, , s g / '

et 7

<

e

. j - : o~ — y C
s - - TS TS ..,/_._t/-—-’j APl bt
» , - - Y Ll . dw(fw ¢ -"'/"‘/" - it - ’ e
o AR g S 6-[/'4'” l ’
e S T e S ,

Licad Goiog weble trcliced 4/:.44&;[54,
5 ' ko

- -

- . ARy
z/\./ "._‘z L & Tl i ﬂ_“% "/"f/_(_, ?«f/z.ﬁ/./g/, «/-—v /”—-‘ZW’-—“.’)’./ Sl
v“u;#mwww-& : O 2o plalolbrmnling Lo

il i) At 23 ben ke L) <ot
: ZMJWWWWCJ'%/’? v/ 7 '

Laed geen) end 7

bl Lricotbmerd ibersl Deca ”MLZ

i 9 Aetidisnt) p7eUere) gdicd, Muz;

bl Lt M*‘:{‘—‘@ = </ ,é %J‘
ik 7 pptcsioe Tlle pudleiss 2 A:Z biiv,

| @ Tl cieiad
& M Lasel, grenss aosstd, Al firmicy st frilly T,

ok T ) @tetad) o) T LrrtiaTan Lol pputlicniny

I peerne £live Uad M’é““‘ . B ,z/ﬂ’

» . Yl s 6’-"_4"‘—%»%:(' ML
M vy J 7 “ ; JZ' 2g 7¢ W
[ ~/ ‘ (o A’M' 2

WV@M%/fw@,.



4

<

3y

d

“

waed wa,““,,sgzg "['éu e ece o 2 ;:40/“7_”:% ot Jio) duetst

P
u M

“c ’aww R pekede s ’/_,,fzu:n.f, 7 tetead A

. .

M&/ﬁm%ﬁudﬁ awrels Lo Fe

Y e pfeorpes platiin) SoelTat b thos) fie e 2o

Ptidrsrass) of Ho Biitr, iZ Ly Lty 2ffiamncty Pffeccld fon
Yindse Leorsesble Cooionodonpd LoreiTa, decTim [1.50.050 £Zitoe,
%"&‘*“5’7 ”—7"%-&@ &) W tdpscst B LienTod Lo n Fimney

4 s - ;- .
. - NN =

) AL 7 RN
) - i b . . ]
LY g ! - . « RN Bd 4 - 7 " -

PR R ¥ ~.‘_/‘, Vi W W g/ e r .. ,_,{/ :”'r " ; NI < ////_ ‘(7‘ L= e ‘.}(:,

A » - o ke
L «ﬁ.&;/-{.—e;'«:;,f'?;»-’jc’—" Z,‘;w’ﬂ./ e FEarg L, e Lt LTl
. ; . ; [ S -
R - - : : s '
,.',/,.e ;«M}&&;{;{ {/_,{',,)f) v ,}/..,M /—é-%“_{{?;ua%““‘
J , ; |

b Lreds) arytTdi MWW M—% s 442'7

Loew ..,., 2 .W_ur“mﬂj/r}/‘:ﬁ 7-«444;__, T, Llreadl
gy M{JW@?‘J st Zf«/.é ,4,,5 7y % 2 ZM

Jrt Lacids) fociew 2o Fanide phote st 2 o ster o it
kv ot Lo Ao Aot
3. Treze Fecszryariod
A1ttt AL Flaeible, /744“-@’7"’/' e 5{”
M—j Zietw s &aﬂ,{,@y ol WM%%W”“““
Fe L Sead Nlieina 0 bt ki Tmss frihomid5 50l
7 “ 0 %‘l‘;'m‘f

gy i E e

O




.
K

L
ﬁl
i
H

\J

? - e

-
-

b
/-0:,,‘;

3¢ ZviFon »1‘/,.,/'.,“_44,, Tl ‘_....4’*«":',‘;:2';/._4?»‘ oy d.—c«.z_—(y- Tl dliccucg
&

piertoon) 7,:2@ o T 2l hndiieTong Hoess 0 nn

-{%7 2in) Gastline. G 1993 Tt breatay Lompmesssin )

Cfprred @ 7 anil Lordle &M.;é,,.d, 2L e L
Mot Aerce, i 2t

A 7 -?4 A sl ol B2l
."/"4:'? Lot L .z»"_,'vp.(-;'..;\g.:w e ::.—v.—:..
14
Vel

Ao o L. . - .
SRESZ 07,0, o NATULAR L KE5.ulczS al CENER A ER TR Ll of

SENSiripE Ao Es

‘ p - 2 . 7 . .
J*(ﬁﬂ%‘”f“”“&%’vm: .

. v . b e %&Z’ s / y
‘Ww TN . * . . R 4

-/.rr” .22,@4745;, 2. o s
Rehzet),” e stiis prethom,

v “ wtZlect, ira AiZ.,)
' *d«-“—é’?&ruﬂz‘ 7 AN BNt 2/27"%‘ Zere/
/ .

, Ly ced e & /

-—A&ng}apﬁ@,ﬂw : “ eeZe Tho
38 Y iz 2% ﬂ.wz/z.,,“g 7,

2L ) prd A 7 (2 ettt

Fereel < (‘2/4 e %)*%MWmWJM c)

%%%w Lok, tunicopel, Gk ChL TivR2.02
dundirnd S TirZ frd flpioee) 22:02-010 (a) it clotry : " Lo

My Zeddeced 775t < e ETip L JProeTl, T botasinaZen

-

i

|




| pemetid, /ﬁUW o 2t Rend L2 ic ey
o' nZ e Zogp e ocl, Ly as, | i, " e Halind,
%7%,&%&’% e Qepenlt Be proctrva~
ﬁfwﬁft%»-&?%),:do;%xfwﬁd@%%%é&/
et and. CreomaZon) EborenTy in, o) adhindiams o)
lteg Do htbareg ﬁafdﬂuwv N Yeseal focounocy)

Z£ 11//71_,;“‘1/,.// 2/ pau.u_,lx @ /1-4/.@(44, ,‘tz_z/ /.J,fo,‘,(, U.A/_“Z;_, /

; )
-, . / s ) - K / - . .
Tl Airtrgrnt ! .&cw{_’? Zeels —Lreiis .. /,) 4-7 /—-{./.z.vuco-j- -,
Brirr il Zrplirrind L L P CL 3
A “ G AL Lo Liiieden Zgisin ikl

ﬁ?x_&wxa;):/ i, .,,f" j././:énv 3&(4’_.3'_'___/ 7 e &/__&/ o _4'(_,
Cotitil b cnoy " Holoinis gt Aioeat g sr
CoteBil autew dote Lo toma’tprrs 2rt - ik gy @i

b plld Ard divigred T i, W;f%”jplﬂ_ygléizczﬁ'u ?/

) ﬁ@a %«AZZ@/MMI’ 7 e My/@ 7 %Mm,.?/ib
gt Bt 4 Tho Togune Sk Cotetals Tak lee Tln,

“ochnieels bppirdid —Zpecl. ConeZit %[)7/0%/ : 2 %/%W_/
linermrens 4l sdvctionr) Gl srrioan. Frs Do) /bt UL CandZe
rp lig ool o B frmorcnls ﬂ—da/MM—' s 2 e leenal

7 Mi”www&;ﬁi}”‘?ﬂ/wﬁﬂ

[077:/“/%}7%&/5 M%‘ "Co Aoverited hu}f&d,”tf.&vfm




—-—

FoFis
. s trilin. e 1967 fTdiey sarme
 pessniptebdas & dergl bl ST i
i Aot whticd, "bnd % pacpromsctle ﬁv, e 4’5‘”7:‘&“:&/ 7
Vil Ao aed) o liicant eeen JrptTy 2 -
X it G T B il iyt e, Chealp 35000
&_%W%@E-xwm Jrtloarimg Pipiniriatts
(=) an M%on?m&é/rf—?‘w&uazy W
Propecl Anes bl “ghisrecdy aflect Thedinyeiori=
SIS e MMX ' ./14”,.4,_:‘.2“4”_}
ZZ;U.' “ ij%&wy’ ,,Z.ua_z/
7 ede : W‘LWM‘&Z’Wﬁ/H’—U lel 2./3
pr 7«4 2etbacks fod Letns brrnemed fromioaty o The

— ) ) - . 0 : 2 o3
] timil Crricttrrcmenm :7‘..//;'/."5.L O o LTl e /GG 3,
- 4
4

A e i
Lteris M7d pr a-ﬁfw_.,é,/' oy, /»7 J/a:.rm.// ./-7-&// el
, Wﬁij/% éﬂ%wa/ & e Wzggz;wﬁ/ﬂ,
-3 m,ﬂw,&/&éuu&b/waJd,w ﬂwfww
T Ot Loetire

2ol LeirZey -

Jrntdo and LrZonhelTZd . Joo )l /af‘zg,h_/,: e L
ol At Brosteer) orienls) & pled Loves o

:
E
:
E




*,

¥ Arrewsypnm .

ff-' ff: “s Linesr /%s'ff/ap g_fgbgukx{#ﬂi/é THE éfz.af,z Tar

on——

N e Frend T Tt d TX Iy il il [Tt e
. - j ’ : 7 v/! —-)“:/ - /’5 . ¢
/'?":‘ 37/"/«-—0' ,/C’//-j ) kAl —-:-27' ;’J/:;/W'!’»l / el i ;-V;'?j&y;?/.«ﬁ <
! Z
L - - 3 ..
,2‘7/?3/2,,7, '/7 Ll 2Tt B fad P £ od Mra T

| Fs L, a2 cwille od Zhe Tff L titvel cono)

&//%w "/‘:7 e ﬁZ}, Ers, /;XW&WJJ v/
L) dcoemenZlind To o LT §Zeee U

o ndf i M b S A



LA IR B
ol »oonel Lilpai'el ' eleq

o' MO AG wHNNeEN
ANVMMHP IH Levwo> HLhos (o)

TFAEMATIA MAISHIM Yo
LNIINIINId IVILNIAISEd LINNZ

"N
=
S | tws raletes 02d9md =

ANV A7 LHO BHL NIHLIM -~
< iR LNRMHD g o

aNy aohiaomn -
g o2oAN3d

Nwaaz
21212V

G — Qo B e ——

[ ] il
-
"e

LN3do 1 s Naq -
- arn £ daceododd

Dl |2

LT E - L

-



@

L

J

N—

SCENIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES

CALIFORNIA COASTAL ACT

Section 30251.":!he scenic and visual qualities of coastal areazs shall be

consicered and aﬁo:ecced as a resource of public importance. Permitted.
development sh be sited and designed to protect views along the ocean
ard scenic coastal arezs, to minimize the alteration of natural land fomms,
to be visually campatible with the character of surrounding areas, and
where feasible to restore and enhance visual quality in visually degraded
areas. New dévelorment in highly scenic areas...snhall be subordimace to . -
the character of its setting. S

BACKGROUND AND SETTING

A. Acolication of Studv: The ortiencazion of this discussicn consersns
ViSWS_3ITSm SUDLIC gTeas such as highways, Deaches, patiks and vista
points and excludes considertation of views fzom private propercy.
The prinmcipal focus of the report concerns property situated
adjacent to the major transporcacion system in the city, i.e.,

; it ie a1

Laguna Canyon Road and Bagifig Coast Highway, since it is 2lone
these toadways that & majority of residencs and pop-rasidencs . uleew
The COOmimity and have Visuzl access to scenic corTidors.: The
fact that Paciric Ccast Highway and Laguna Canyon Koad have been
designated as Scenic Highways by the State and County, respec-
tively, underscpres the importance of the scenic gualities wichin
these corzidors and signifies the visual appeal of these corridors
as & resource of public importance.

.- The City of Laguna Beach adopted a Scenic Highways Element in 1975
as a cooponent of the General Plan. Since this element addresses
the need for programs to protect and emhance the scenic cprrider,
much like the objectives of the Local Coastal Plan, these two
documents share a common incerest and goal and therefore should
contain mutually compatible policies and objectives. The recome
mendations and/or prograns developed in cemjunction with this
Teport may also have direct applicacion to the cbjectives of the
Scenic Highways Element, which states: 'The local jurisdiction is
to develop and adopt a program of corridor proteccion which will
prOtect and enmpance tne scenic guality of the rouce.”

The qualicy of views in Laguna Beach has historically been an
important consideration in reviewing development proposals. The
special quality of the cicy's visual envirorment has tesulted in
considerable attention to this subject in mamy city documents.

1 Scenic corridors or public view corridors are defined herein as the
visible land area fram the roadway edge and more generally described as
the view from the road.
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Additional discussion of scenic and visual resources appears in

Topics 11 and 12 of the Land Use Element and Topics 7 and 13 of-
the Open Space/Conservation Element.

B. Visual Enviczorment: The scenic qualities symbolic of Laguna Beach

Tepresent one of the cammunity's more valuable resources. Laguha
. Lanyon Road and Pacific Coast Highway each afiord a picturesque

~ and diversified view profile of the commumity, featuring praminent
natural features such as ocean bluffs and Tock outcroppings,
natural canyons, undeveloped hillsides and ridgelines and, mos:c
notably, the Pacific Ocean. These patural features serve to
preserve the rtural character of the city and provide natural open

.1 Space vistas throughout the commumity. The uncluttered hillsides

" and open space areas offer residents and visitors,relief frem
urbanization and physically confines and separates Laguna Beach
itam development oczurring elsewhere in the councy.

1SS(Z IDENTITICATION AND ANALYSIS
A. ZIxcavaction and Goacinz: Pethaps the most signi
TO the .sCEnlc COTT1CCT cam result iTom projecss which may tegquice
exzensive grading, Tecontouring and movement of ezrth for roadway,
tility and house comstTuction. This activity freguencly resulss
ry in the alteration of the natural topography, creating exposed cuc
& and £ill slopes deveid of vegetation. Moreover, gradinmg accivi-
ties scmecimes change naturzl topographic features such as
canyons, drainage swales and rock outcooppings, and may perma-
nently cdisfigure the matuctzl appearance of hillside tervain and
* distupt natural skylinme profiles. '

X o g,

IS .
- -y o o -
SLET0 QisTuTo plad -]

B. DNew Develoomenz: The consttuction of houses, hotels, comersial
builcings and other sTtTuctures can adversely alfect the scenic
guality of highway corridors. Manmy factors associated with
building comstzuction can negatively impact views, including size,

. height and bulk of the structure, architectural design and speci

- decorative treacpents, demsity or intensity of development, and
"the type of land use, i.e., urban vs. rural. With proper design
cousiderations and land use conctrtols, the visual impact of new
develoment can be minimized #hd accomplished in a manner compac-

»

ible with tbe natural landscape.

C. OQutdoor Advertisineg: There potentially exists a conflicting
- Telationship berween cutdoor advertising and programs designed to
ennance the visual envircoment. Businessmen, for example,. have
the right to advertise, which facilitates ccomerce and trade in
the commumity and foscers prosperity; visual blightc, conversely,
which may result due to a proliferacion of advertising signs, can
downgrade the community and depreciate ecomcmic values. The need
therefore for outdoor adverzising and for a visually pleasing
-.'E » 5 envirorment seemingly represents coupeting objectives. The goal
_ousC be to achieve an acceptable compromise and balance, providing
opportunities for advertising while maincaining the scenic qualicy
ol the comunicy. : F
- P

— 54 '




7/

& OF CALFORNIA—=THE RESOURCES AGENCY ' PETE WILSON, G |
m
, CALIFORNIA COASTAL COMMISSION »'E:CE"\":EL’ o
e w. oAowaY, ST 3% = - Page 1 of _3 %‘“ f
A 2.0, 10x 1450 FEB 1S 1633 Date: February 3593
- seach, e m‘“‘* Permit No. __5-91-262
- T i DING DIVISION —

COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

On May 9, 1991 , the California Coastal Commission granted to

WINSLOW MAXWELL
this permit subject to the attached Standard and Special conditions, for
development consisting of:

Demolition of an eight unit motel/apartment and construction of a 30 foot high at
maximum point, 20 foot high as measured from centerline of frontage road, 3 level, -
15,589 squdre foot seven unit residential structure with a subterranean 17 space
garage at the middle level on a bluff top lot. 2,226 cubic yards of cut is
proposed.

more specifically described in the application file in the Commission offices.

The development is within the coastal zone in Qrange County at
1601 S. Coast Highwav, Laguna Beach

Issued on behalf of the California Coastal Commission by

PETER DOUGLAS
Executive Director

W\w /m.uv’&u

Title: Staff Anaivst

ACKNOWLEDGMENT :
The undersigned permittee acknowledges receipt of this permit and agrees to abide
by all terms and conditions thereof.

The underswgned permittee acknow?edges that Government Code Section 818.4 which
states in pertinent part, that: ®A public entity is not liable for injury caused
by the issuance. . . of any permit. . ." applies to the issuance of this permit.

IHPDRTANT' THIS PERMIT IS NOT VALID UNLESS AND UNTIL A COPY OF THE PERMIT WITH
THE SIGNED ACKNOWLEDGEMENT HAS BEEN RETURNED TO THE CGF!HISSIDN QFFICE. 14 Cal.
Admin. Code Section 13158(a).

V) Date Signature of Permittee

F/’?




' COASTAL DEVELOPMENT PERMIT : .

Page _2 of 3

, Permit No. __5-91-262 {:

: STANDARD CONDITIONS: %
1. Notice of Receipt and Acknowledgment. The pe}mit is not valid and

development shall not commence until a copy of the permit, signed by the ;

permittee or authorized agent, acknowledging receipt of the permit and .
acceptance of the terms and conditions, is returned to the Commission office.

2. Expiration. If development has not commenced, the permit will expire two
years from the date on which the Commission voted on the application.
Development shall be pursued in a diligent manner and completed in a
reasonable period of time. Application for extension of the permit must be
made prior to the expiration date. : :

R
1
B

3. Compliance. A1l development must occur in strict compliance with the
proposal as set forth in the application for permit, subject to any special
conditions set forth below. Any deviation from the approved plans must be
reviewed and approved by the staff and may require Commission approval.

oAz R UURSAT

4. Interpretation. Any questions of intent or interpretation of any condition
will be resolved by the Executive Director or the Commission.

5. Inspections. The Commission staff shall be allowed to inspect the site and
the project during its deyelopment, subject to 24-hour advance notice.

6. Assignment. The permit may be assigned to any qualified person, provided
assignee files with the Commission an affidavit accepting all terms and
conditions of the permit. . .

7. Jerms and Conditions Run with the tand. These terms and conditions shall be
perpetual, and it is the intention of the Commission and the permittee to
bind all future owners and possessors of the subject property to the terms
and conditions. '

SPECIAL CONDITIONS:

-~ ]
1. Plans Conforming to Geologic Recommendation

A1l recommendations contained in the Geotechnical Environmental Study prepared by
Leighton and -Associates in 1984 and updated April 17, 1991, regarding the proposed
development shall be incorporated into all final design and construction plans
including grading and drainage. A1l plans must be reviewed and approved by the
consultant. Prior to transmittal of the permit the applicant shall submit, for

) review and approval by the Executive Director, foundation plans for the project

:  signed by the consultant incorporating the recommendations made in the referenced
: report. .

-
*

The final plans approved by the consultant shall be in substantial conformance

with the plans approved by the Commission relative to construction, grading and
drainage. Any substantial changes in the proposed development approved by the o5
Commission which may be required by the consultant shall require an amendment to <
the permit or 2 new coastal permit.

| | F/ﬁ




Page 3
5-91-262

2. Assumption of Risk:

Prior to the issuance of the coastal development permit, the 2applicant [landowner]
shall execute and record a deed restriction, in a form and content acceptable to
the Executive Director, which shall provide: (2) that the applicant understands
that the site may be subject to extraordinary hazard from landslide, soil erosion
and fire, and - the (b) applicant hereby waives any future claims of liability
against the Commission or its successors in interest for damage from such hazards.
The document shall run with the land, binding all successors and assigns, and
shall be recorded free of prior liens.

3. Revised Plans

- 3 , . ‘ .
Prior to issuance of the coastal development permit, the applicant shall Submit to
the Executive Director for review and approval, revised plans which show that no
development will occur within the 25 foot setback from the edge of the blufftop.

4. Drainage/Erosion Control

Prior to issuance of the Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit
for review and approval by the Executive Director, a drainage/erosion control
plan, prepared by a licensed engineer, which indicates that the runoff from
impermeable surfaces is directed to the street to the extent feasible, or piped to
the base of the bluff, and any remainder to energy dissipation devices and basins
which will disperse the runoff in a non-erosive manner.

5. Landscaping Plan

Prior to issuance of a Coastal Development Permit, the applicant shall submit for
review and approval by the Executive Director, a landscaping plan, prepared by 2
licensed landscape architect, which incorporates native and drought tolerent

. _p1ants to the site.
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Dear Hugo: ‘

3

August 8. 1995

Hugo Soria
410 Broadway
Laguna Bmh CA 9265 1

Re:lﬁﬂl.&nnm.mx.mzm

]

This letter has been prepared in response to your reguest for clarificarion of the biuff-top setback
for property located at 1601 South Coast Highway.

On June 8, 1995, a2 memorandum from the Community Development Department was addressed
to the Board of Adjustment/Design Review Board for the purpose of eswbiishing the blufftop
locadon for the proposed development at 1601 South Coast Hignway. (See amacament)

As stared. the staff approach was to create an even, reiatvely consant blufftop setback line that
was aiigned with the naturai contour of the land. The basis for the line was the occurrence of
severzi "patches” of topography consisting of 2 45 degree or stesper slope, which represent the
basis {or measuring the 25-foot setback.

Another 3pproach to the same probiem wouid be to consirust or "swing” 2 25-foot ars A.orn the
mos: landward siope at or stesper than | to 1. A depiction or this me:hod. has besn
superimposed on the attached ongmm skerch from the June 8th memorandum to the Boam It
can be se2n that this method is somewnat less restrictive than the more conunuous line
estblisied by staffye”
‘ £

Although it is not unusual for staff to use an arc, especiaily when analyzing fearures fepresented
by a point (such as the beginning or end of a natural drainage course), this method was rejected
for the instam case for several reasons: ~

L. The language of the code does not require 2 | to 1 or stesper slope as'zbz}is for a
.. bluffiop measurement. Rather, the code addresses itself to any "landférm” that may
qualify as a biuff. Landforms are represented by contour lines rather than points on the
ground, hence the staff decision to eswmblish a setback generaily parallel with a contour

line (Reference: MC 25.50.004(B)(4)(a)(iD)).

2. The use of an arc or 2 series of arcs (see attached sketch), creates a setback condition
that is exmremely difficult to locate, measure and visualize in the field. The reference

£08 FOREET AVE. . LAGUNA BEACH. CA 82651 . TEL {7141 487-3311 . FAX (712 4970771
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Aungust 8. 1995
Hugo Soria

Page Two

points are not readily located nor are measurements easily made. This method is
potentally error-prone and can result in costly misunderstandings and mistakes during
inspection and construction.

3. The use of an arc to define a bluffiop setback conditon is somedmes misleading in the
sense that the mathematical concept of a circle bears very little, if any, relationship to
the natral fearures it is designed to protect. The keyword is "landform.”

For the reasons described above, I condnue to believe that the original setback line damarcated
in the June 8, 1995 memorandum is an accurate representadon of the blufftop condidon.

E]

Sincerely, ,

Kyle Butterwick
Director
Community Development

J Amachments

cc: Design Review Board

- .‘v
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As of December 19, 1995, the South Coast District office has received 25
letters regarding the subject appeal. A1l 25 Tetters support the appeal and
OBJECT to the proposed development. The letters object based on one or more
of the following concerns:

1. Inadequate/Unsafe Beach Access

2. Obstruction of Existing Views

3. Destruction of the Cypress Tree at the Site

4. Impacts to the Coastal Bluff

Ten letters are attached hereto as a sampling of the 25 letters received.

6005F
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Dr. and Mrs. William E. Dahlberg
1585 South Coast Highway, #47

Laguna Beach, California 382651

October 22, 1995 ' @ B @ El v E lL

California Coastal Commission

South Coast Area | CCT 2 4 1655
245 W. Broadway, Suite 380 .
Tong Beach, CA -90802-4416 CALIFORNIA

COASTAL COMMIT™E
Attn: Meg Vaughn ‘OUTH COA™T ™ize?

Dear lis. Vaughn,

We are writing you regarding an appeal currently submitted to
the Commissiorn involving »roperty located at 1601 South Coast Higpway,
Laguna Beach, 92651. ,

Our family feels there are several factors involving this pronerty
which deserve attention and consideration.

We support the appeal currently submitted and we reemphasize that
the removal of a landmark cynress tree at this location and replace it
with construction does and will greatly imnact the public view corridor
greatly needed in this region of Laguna Beach.

In addition the beach access is unszfe and greatly inadeguate not
only due to public traffic but due to emergency equipment and city

maintenance equivment. Present and previous owners of this property have
had the unusual ability to utilize at least 15 feet of city vroperty
for their private use and %o place a requirement on the present builder
to provide proper and safer access for public use of the beach would
not create a hardship fcr the properity owner.

Thank you for your consideration of this wvery imnortant matter and
we are available for further coasultation is desired.

Very truly yours,

. William E. Dahlberg
WED/1 .




October 22, 1995 cCr24 %995
Mew Vaugh CALIFORNIA
eg Vaughn ~ ey
South Coast Division 'gATS*IACL CO.MM:‘;.
California Coastal Commission v CAIT D> ‘

245 ‘W, Broadway Suite 380
Long Beach, Calif. 90802

Re: appeal process- 1601 S, Coast Highway- Laguna Beach
Dear Ms. Vaugang

We are owners of a unit in a condominium adjacent to the proposed project

at 1601 S. Coast Highway in Laguna Beach. It is our feeling that whoever

develops 1601 should provide adequate beach access for the general public.

The current situation is most dangerous. There exists an inadequate pedestrian
walk which is so cumbersome that most people walk down our driveway in front of
an electric gate. When we either enter or leave the building, we just hope
nobody is in the way. We feel that it is an accident waiting to happen.

We trust that the new developers will be forced to dedicate part of their

land so that this danger is eliminated.

Thank you for your consideration in the matter.

S incerel%/(
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2865 Mt. Rainier Dr. S.
Seattle, Washington 98144

5\‘.' -
October 23, 1995 1_% ECEIVE,

Meg Vaughn e e
California Coastal Commission , CALRRNL
‘South Coast Division COASTAL "‘f’“"‘f‘" i
245 West Broadway, Suite 380 QUTH CTA™T DR

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

I support the appeal submitted regarding 1601 South Coast Highway in Laguna Beach. I
own a unit in the Laguna Sands at 1585 South Coast Highway, immediately adjacent to
proposed construction.

The two reasons for my support of the appeal relate to beach access and public view of
the beach. The existing beach access is dangerous. Our garage doors open to this narrow
passageway which is also used by people walking to the beach. Secondly, public view will
be severely curtailed if construction reduces this narrow driveway.

I hope these issues will be taken into consideration by the Coastal Commission.
Yours truly,
N o 4
O n  Fdta
.W

Vivienne Strickler

O
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PGA TOUR GOLF COURSE PROPERTIES, INC.

A subsichary of PFGA TOUR. INC.
100 TPC Boulevard

Ponte Vecra Beach. Fionida 32082
904-285-3700
N E
=G BV E \\u .
D% L= Joa Waiser, J:,’
\ 7 Chief Operating Ofticer
| | 5
October 23, 1995 : cgt 27 195
ChAV ‘FVRN‘%-«'\L
'QASTA'L COM ’f.\,.‘mp-
Meg Vaughn ~un €S

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Arca

245 West Broadway

Suite 380

Long Beach, CA 90802-4416

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

I am supporting the appeal regarding 1601 S. Coast Highway in Laguna Beach.

1. Make the beach access safe. The beach access at this location is not adequate since
the beach access is so narrow the beachgocrs rarely use it. Instead, they use the
driveway. It would be possible to improve the access by widening it on the south
side of the beach access.

2. The proposed project impedes the public view from the scenic corridor, specifically,
the Pacific Coast Highway. This could be rectified by placing the proposed building
within the 13 foot side yard approved by the Coastal Commission previously.

Sincerely,

/\ M pj}./l—

Ioe Walser, Jr.

@ Printea on Recycied Paper
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1585 S. Coast Highway
Laguna Beach, Calif.
October 27, 1995

Ms. Meg Vaugn

California Coastal Commission
South Coast Area

P.0. Box 1450

245 West Broadway, Suite 380
Long Beach, Ca. 90902

Dear Ms. Vaugn,

The historic old cypress tree that so galantly overlooks the
Pacific Ocean at the end of Bluebird Canyon is about to be
exterminated in the name of development] The cypress is one of
+he most historical landmark ftrees in the Southland, and we cannot
sitently tolerate such gross destruction of what (itTtle natural
beauty remains along our coastiine.

The property | am concerned about is at [601 S. Coast Highway.
The Coastal Commissicn should take a2 locok at beach access at

the above address also, i is terribly dangerous at present, and
more cars and more development ¢an only make matters worse.

' -

Sincerely,

Dbt (copev”

Barbara Cooper

()
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1595 3. Coas ¥+ ij.

La%u.na. Beach ,CA.9zesi
| October 21, 1895
Ms. Me. UML%)\‘n
Call(’orn‘xa, Coa. s’t'a.\ C’omm';s;fon
245 . Qrmd,w‘é) ute 380
Mn% Beach ,CA . 90803 CALIFORI 2,

<OASTA) DMy

TWITM O st ) e

*P'eds& adi m% Nam e 't'o +ho§e 5&(??0]1 IL}D%.

the afp»e,a.\ pov‘wa_éd.e.& ré ard‘\r\'% The @FOfosei

development &% Loy South Coget Hwta.—Laza—na B:zd\

Tre safetq of the beuckh accece s an issue

that has concerned me for some Time, so

I am now 'hup‘:nﬁ +hat Someone ol inuesﬁ%a?g
the 5Lf;.¢az.+lc°sm a.'nai ‘Ftna\fj decide that 1+ Shoe 4
e made wider so +hat The People who noce

‘f'a,ke, ’*"he. &riuewaa LU{H LLse 'Jrl'xe_ Qcleceées g Pam%:,

T am also dist+ urbed b% the Lact That
this development 15 wot -ﬁollou'nh The Same
Setbacks (sive qard ~ bl top) thet Th e
Coastel C’a»M»N\ss:gtq Nad a@g:roued. be.;ore +or
4 condo pProject here, Becavse o w\'\w(s) ocwr
beauw T Lo\ Monte rey Cg?f‘e—ss will e

one  oul
coastline defaced,+ views obetructed.

Than\2 Yoo Ffor 4 0wt help.
st.hqe,f*el% ouUrs
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Juan M. Garcia

' = 0oas . 230 Diamond st.
o) B @ R = Laguna Beach, CA.
) . 92651.

October 31,1995.

anY . 1695
Ms. Meg Vaughn POV 61995

California Coastal Comission.

4 Er™ie s
South Coast Area . c:Auj”“fflfi
245 W. Broadway, Suite 380 “OASTAL COmMILT

Long Beach, CA. 90802-4416 SHTH 77T TP

Dear Ms. Vaughn:
" This letter supports the appeal regarding 1601 South
Coast Highway in Laguna Beach.

Since I work at the Laguna Sands Building and also
go to Bluebird Beach, I have the opportunity to see daily
that the beach ramp here is almost never used. This results
in a very unsafe condition, because, cars are leaming and
entering the garage while the people are walking down the A
driveway; I feel that the solution to the problem is to make
this walkway wider, so it gets used.

I do not understand why the owner is cutting down
the beautiful cypress tree in the cliff instead of designing
his house around it. It $s part of history of Laguna Beach.

Please save the cypress and make the beach ramp safe.
Thanks you.

Very truly yours,

Juan M. Garcia.
5§Z££;V7/4%(/ ; anftz%V
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D.H. Dadourian
5170 EL ROBLE STREET » LONG BEACH, CA 90815

G
il

i

. ) :
November 4, 1995 EI& b

oV 71963
Ms. Meg Vaughn

Coastal Program Analyst :ﬁUFORN'
California Coastal Commission - LOASTAL COinma
South Laguna Area R I afak Sk SR N

245 West Broadway, Suite 380
Long Beach CA 90802

RE: 1601 South Coast Highway
Laguna Beach

Dear Ms. Vaughn,

I am an owner at the Laguna Sands Condominium complex at 1585
South Coast Highway, right next to this proposed project. We
have enjoyed the natural beauty and panoramic view of Laguna

Beach for many many years!

This letter is being written to you to express my concern
over several issues that surround the proposed project at
1601 South Ccast Highway.

First is the issue of VIEW. That precious natural state that
is being ruined by overbuilding and callous disregard for the
neighbors around you. This project will block a portion of
my current natural view, as it will block the view of many
others in the Laguna Sands complex. And not to mention that
this project will cause the destruction of the beautiful
Monterey Cypress tree which is a landmark for Laguna
residents.

Another issue is that this project will compromise the SAFETY
of residents and neighborhood beach goers because of the
narrowing of the walkway from South Coast Highway down to the
beach. You see, children and adults will then use the Laguna
Sands driveway rather than the narrowing ramp for access down
to the beach this causing a safety hazard.

None of this is right or good for our neighborhood! Things
should get better not worse. The VIEW should be preserved

PRSP S




not ruined, and safety of beach goers should never be
compromised. '

Please address these issues and these concerns. 1It’s not
that we don’t want a project, but we want a project that will
not ruin that natural view and compromise the safety of
residents.

There are many others in our complex who find it hard to make
time to express their concerns about safety and overbuilding
that share these same concerns.
Thank you for your help.

' nci?rtl‘y, _

H.(

D.H. (Dick)Dadourian

i

{



HOUSE OF IMPORTS

AUTHORIZED MERCEDES-Benz DeaLen

RE CEIVE [Dx
November 9, 1995 '
) NOV 1 71995

Ms. Meg Vaughn

Coastal Program Analyst CALIFORNIA
California Coastal Commission COASTAL COM S
South Coast Area ' - SOUTH COALT DidiRic

Post Office Box 1450
245 West Broadway, Suite 380
Long Beach, California 90802-4416

Dear Ms. Vaughn:

The narrow pedestrian path at 1601 south Coast Highway in Laguna Beach is ignored by
those who use the beach at this site as though it does not exist. Instead, most people
simply walk down the driveway used by Laguna Sands. The beach access needs to be
improved in order to alleviate this danger.

On the bluff at this same site, there is a majestic Monterey Cypress tree that is going to be
destroyed due to development. It is a Laguna landmark and adds to the beauty of the

bluff and the public view from Pacific Coast Highway.

As the owner of a unit at Laguna Sands, I would like to request that the Coastal
Commission,please look into these problems.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

Pl W P G 5/4.4_ .
Michael B. O’Doﬁoghue ‘

MBO:ma

6562 MANCHESTER BurC. ® BLE~NA Pary, CA 90621 6
DiaL 1-800-MerceCES CF 1-714-562.1100 i
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November 15, 1995 ®E©§Mg E\D |

y 0 1995
CALIFORNIA COSTAL COMMISSION LoV 5
SOUTH COAST AREA A
245 West Broadway Suite 380 CAU?%ﬁZ«%SK%
Long Beach, California 90802 COASTAL n1c
' SOUTH COAZT Dintir

Attention: Meg Vaughn
Dear Ms. Vaughn

Re: Beach Access between 1585
S. Coast Highway and contin-
gent to 1601 S. Cocast Hghwy.

Twice, I have personally seen near casualities on this
road in a time span of two weeks. One, when a family of five
were walking down the access road for the condo's rather than
use the narrow path (beach access), when someome exiting the
condo garage in a car at the same time the Beach Patrol car
was coming up from the beach, and the group was caught in
between Two good sets of brakes prevented an accident that
could have been disastrous.

The second time, three small children came racing down
the road from the sidewalk, rather than use the beach path,
and were nearly hit by a car leaving the garage. One child
fell in front of the car skinning her leg. It could have been
alot worse.

If the beach access is not widened, it is an accident
waiting to happen - perhaps a fatality. Who will be respons-
ible then?? .

Thank you for your attention to this grave concern of
many people and mothers.

Sincerely,
(," ._ 7,’;/
SR
P N A

V.E. Boothby
VEB:d







